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Abstract 
This study investigates the criteria for measuring knowledge management success among Malaysian organizations. Till date, no 
comprehensive sets of criteria were introduced by researchers. This survey, then, attempts to bridge the gap. The study 
population consists of 79 Malaysian organizations. This survey was conducted based on the reviewing of various literatures in the 
area of knowledge management. A review of the literature reveals that the criteria of measuring KM outcomes can be classified 
into five different classes: (1) Systematic knowledge programs; (2) Employee development; (3) Customer satisfaction; (4) Good 
external relationship; (5) Organizational success. In the current study, this sorting is used to shape a foundation in order to 
compare KM criteria classifications. Hence, this survey aims to uncover the most favoured classification within Malaysian 
organizations.  The results of survey are then used to compare scores for five groups of criteria. According to the findings 
achieved from statistical analysis, Systematic knowledge programs stands first on the list of top KM criteria classifications and 
number two is Employee development. In addition, next ranks belong to Customer Satisfaction, Good external relationship, and 
Organizational success respectively.  It is hoped that the results and findings of this survey will persuade businesses to perform 
KM initiatives properly in order to maximize the outcomes from KM programs. 
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1. Introduction 
Competitive competition, fast product development, and acceleration in the rate of technology development 
shaped the current business environment [1]. The nature of knowledge economy compels organizations to light on 
new performance indicators to move nimbly [2]. The new performance measurement demands forward-looking 
indicators rather than backward-looking indicators [2]. According to [3], knowledge or intellectual capital are 
hidden assets of a company and are at the center of organizational core competency. However, using special 
knowledge to provide organizations sustainable competitive advantage is threatened by shortened product lifecycles 
and hyper rivalry [3]. On the other side, exploiting knowledge assets is a critical issue for organizations to build 
sustained competitive advantage [4]. Hence, embedding special knowledge into core business processes and 
activities make it difficult for rivals to imitate competitive advantage and finally bring companies sustainable 
competitive advantage [5].  
In recent years, implementing knowledge management initiatives are considered by many organizations. 
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Although, recent studies have disclosed that many organizations implemented KM initiatives, not many of them are 
considered as a successful implementer in knowledge management programs [6]. In order to become successful 
implementer, performance measurement as an imperative issue should be considered [7]. It is because knowledge 
management outcomes must be evaluated through performance indicators [7]. Hence, organizations should develop 
a set of criteria in order to assay outcomes of KM initiatives [6]. Reference [8] also emphasized on building criteria 
for measuring knowledge management efforts as a fundamental task of organizations [8]. Needless to stress, 
determining criteria to evaluating knowledge management outcomes is an imperative task for organizations. 
2. Background 
According to [2], knowledge management process includes, defining organization’s knowledge, creating 
knowledge, capturing knowledge, sharing knowledge among knowledge workers, and using knowledge respectively 
[2]. Reference [9] defined knowledge management as a conscious strategy that acquires right knowledge from 
employee’s mind for transferring it to right people at the right time. Knowledge management facilitates sharing and 
putting information into action in ways that lead organization to improve its performance [9]. The organization is 
benefited greatly from systematic knowledge management such as improving knowledge sharing, sharing best 
practices, enhancing people’s skills, improving employee’s productivity, improving learning, and facilitates 
decision-making process [10].  
Reference [6] explained that most valuable knowledge and insights hold in employee’s mind; hence, 
organizations require to encourage their knowledge workers to share knowledge through systematic process. 
Therefore, one of the main objectives of knowledge management programs is to attract valuable experiences of 
knowledge workers [11] and capability to retain skilled employees [2]. Knowledge management initiatives have 
greatly positive impact on the following subject matters included improving employees’ satisfaction and loyalty [2]. 
As such, effective knowledge management benefits organization and employees simultaneously [10]. Knowledge 
management would lead to some involving results in human capital, some of which are; effectively knowledge 
transferring to and among employees, facilitating learning and training process, improving employee’s skills, 
enhancing organizational creativity and innovation [6]. Some other benefits of knowledge management are mirrored 
in [2] and [10]. 
Knowledge management activities include capturing and sharing, should be carried out not only internally but 
also externally [6]. As such, using knowledge management activities to share critical knowledge resources with 
suppliers and business partners arms originations to have efficient supply chain and effective organizations [12]. 
Reference [13] indicated that the strategic benefits of KM activate included speed-to-market products, fast 
penetrating to new markets, and increasing innovation.  
In addition, improving customer satisfaction, deliver more added value to customers, more demand, and efficient 
customer relationship management are other external advantages [13]. All these results lead organizations to create 
bottom line benefits [13]. References [2], [13], [10], [14], [15], [9], and [16] addressed the high organizational 
performance as a result of knowledge management activities. For the purpose of this preliminary study, assortment 
of [10] was adopted to classify criteria for measuring KM efforts. Reference [10] addressed the classifications of 
criteria as bellow:  
x Systematic knowledge programs;  
x Employee development;  
x Customer satisfaction;  
x Good external relationship; and 
x Organizational success. 
A set of KM criteria used in this study was referred in [14], [10], [8], and [6]. This list was broken into above five 
categories as following: 
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x Systematic knowledge programs 
x Improved communication 
x Sharing best practices 
x Better decision making 
x Improved learning/adaptation capability 
x Employee development;  
x Improved employee skills 
x Improved productivity 
x Better staff attraction/retention 
x Increased empowerment of employees  
x Enhanced collaboration 
x New or better ways of working 
x Customer satisfaction; 
x Better customer handling 
x Creation of more value to customers 
x Enhanced intellectual capital  
x Good external relationship 
x Creation of new business opportunities 
x Increased innovation 
x Enhanced product or service quality 
x Improved new product development 
x Organizational success 
x Faster response to key business issues 
x Increased profits 
x Reduced costs 
x Improved business processes 
x Increased market share 
x Increased share price 
x Return on investment of KM efforts 
x Increased market size 
x Entry to different market type 
3. Research Methodology 
Methodology of research is discussed in this section.  
3.1. Research Objective  
The research objective is:  
x To compare five groups of KM criteria in terms of popularity Malaysian organizations 
3.2. Research Question 
The research question is:   
x Is there any significant difference among five groups of KM criteria? 
3.3. Research Hypothesis 
In order to fulfill the research objectives, following hypothesis was depicted.   
x HA: There is a significant difference among five groups of criteria for measuring success of KM programs 
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3.4. Data Analysis 
In this paper, the SPSS 16.0 was utilized to examine the questionnaire data. The ANOVA procedure was carried 
out to compare the differences among five groups of KM criteria 
3.5. Participants 
The survey participants were Malaysian executives, KM professionals, and Expat executives who worked for 
organizations inside Malaysia. The organizations belonged to different types of sectors included Governmental, For-
profit, and Non-profit.  
3.6. Data Collection Method  
The mixed-mode approach was used as a way of data collection. The population framework consisted of virtual 
communities and email lists of participants. Hence, there is a constraint to generalize outcomes of this paper across 
all organizations inside Malaysia due to inherent limitations of population. The online questionnaire was then 
developed on Google document server and finally shared among all participants. Only 79 of the questionnaires were 
answered by participants. 
3.7. Questionnaire  
The research instrument used in this study was adopted from [14].  The questionnaire was developed based on 26 
criteria in order to evaluate success of KM programs. There were 19 questions in the questionnaire in which all 
questions were categorized into 3 different parts included Individual Background, KM Criteria, and Organizational 
Background. All 26 criteria were listed in one table in order to surf easily and rapidly. All 26 KM criteria used in 
this study were exploited from [14], [10], [8], and [6]. 
4. Results and Findings 
As discussed earlier, the criteria for measuring knowledge programs were categorized into five distinctive groups 
include systematic knowledge programs, employee development, customer satisfaction, good external relationship, 
organizational success. In order to examine the research hypothesis (HA), the ANOVA procedure was used. The first 
step in using ANOVA procedure is to check basic assumptions. Hence, the normality assumption was tested for five 
groups of KM criteria. Since, the sample size was between 3 and 2000 (3<n2000), thus; the Shapiro-Wilk test was 
used to examine normality assumption [17]. The p-values of Shapiro-Wilk statistics for all five groups of criteria 
were greater than 0.05. Hence, the data can be assumed to be distributed normally.  
Table  1,  Table  2,  Table  3,  and Figure  1  are  shown results  of  ANOVA procedure  to  examine  the  difference  in  
means of criteria among five distinctive categories. As shown in Table 1, the p-value of One-Way ANOVA 
procedure for means of criteria equals .000, which is less than 0.05. Thus, HO is  rejected  and at  least  one  pair  of  
criteria groups significantly differs in terms of means. Moreover, the Post Hoc Analysis was prerequisite to compare 
means of criteria among five different groups. The Table 2 represents the results of homogeneity of variances for 
means of criteria among five distinctive groups. According to Table 2, for means of criteria among five distinctive 
groups, the Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances gives p-value of 0.047, which is less than 0.05. Therefore, the 
variances cannot be assumed equal and consequently variances of five groups are not homogenous.  
According to the results of Table 3, it can be clearly seen that systematic knowledge programs has significant 
mean difference with customer satisfaction, good external relationship and organizational success. It can be 
concluded that there is a significant difference in means between employee development and customer satisfaction 
at level of Į = 0.1. Similarly, there is a significant difference in means between good external relationship and 
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organizational success at level of Į = 0.1. 
Table 1.  ANOVA- Difference among five criteria groups 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 28.430 4 7.108 20.486 .000 
Within Groups 135.308 390 .347 
Total 163.738 394
Table 2.  Homogeneity of Variances for five criteria groups 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
2.430 4 390 .047 
Table 3.  Post Hoc Analysis - Difference among five criteria groups 
(I) Criteria Groups (J) Criteria Groups 
Mean 
Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig.
Employee Development .16139 .10630 .747
Customer Satisfaction .43460* .10557 .001
Good External Relationship .53797* .10116 .000
Systematic Knowledge Programs
Organizational Success .75387* .09329 .000
Systematic Knowledge Programs -.16139 .10630 .747
Customer Satisfaction .27321 .09745 .055
Good External Relationship .37658* .09265 .001
Employee Development 
Organizational Success .59248* .08399 .000
Systematic Knowledge Programs -.43460* .10557 .001
Employee Development -.27321 .09745 .055
Good External Relationship .10338 .09182 .949
Customer Satisfaction 
Organizational Success .31927* .08307 .002
Systematic Knowledge Programs -.53797* .10116 .000
Employee Development -.37658* .09265 .001
Customer Satisfaction -.10338 .09182 .949
Good External Relationship 
Organizational Success .21589 .07738 .058
Systematic Knowledge Programs -.75387* .09329 .000
Employee Development -.59248* .08399 .000
Customer Satisfaction -.31927* .08307 .002
Dunnett T3
Organizational Success 
Good External Relationship -.21589 .07738 .058
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Overall, these five distinctive groups can be categorized among three groups as bellow: 
x Group 1 
o Organizational Success with mean of 3.19 
x Group 2 
o Good external relationship with mean of 3.41 
o Customer satisfaction with mean of 3.51 
x Group 3 
o Employee development with mean of 3.79 
o Systematic knowledge programs with mean of 3.94 
According to above categorization; the criteria groups among Malaysian firms are arranged from most favored to 
least favored as bellow:  
x Systematic Knowledge Programs 
x Employee Development  
x Customer Satisfaction  
x Good External Relationship 
x Organizational Success 
5. Discussion 
As shown earlier, the criteria for measuring knowledge programs were reorganized into five categories including 
systematic knowledge programs, employee development, customer satisfaction, good external relationship, and 
organizational success. The ANOVA procedure was carried out to examine differences in means among five groups 
of criteria. According to the results and findings, it can be clearly seen that systematic knowledge programs has 
significant difference in terms of mean with customer satisfaction, good external relationship, and organizational 
success. From results and findings, it can be concluded that participants put highest attention on systematic 
knowledge programs. It means, under systematic nature of knowledge programs, communication must be improved 
due to facilitate transferring knowledge from employee to organization and vice versa.  
With improved communication, best practices can be shared and better decision can be made. These all help to 
improve adaption capability. Respondents then selected employee development as next favored group. With 
enhance collaboration, employees’ skills and productivity may be improved and this may help to increase 
empowerment of employees. All these results, help organizations to have better employee attraction/retention and 
thus assist to stimulate employees to seek new or better ways working. Hence, through an effective knowledge 
program and employee development, customers can be handled efficiently and more value will be delivered to 
customers. With improved employees’ productivity, the quality of products or services can be enhance and 
consequently increase customer satisfaction. All these, help organizations to establish strong relationships with 
external environment to bring more benefits and prosperity to organizations.  
6. Limitations 
The limitations of this survey can be divided as time restriction, transportation problem, and budget constraints.  
Therefore, this survey was accompanied with a medium sample size. Furthermore, the results of this study may not 
be representative for all Malaysian organizations since the target population consisted of email lists and virtual 
forums. This is also enforced by restriction of sample size. 
7. Conclusion 
This paper attempted to shed light on the comparison of KM criteria classification. Hence, attempt was made to 
provide a widely accepted set of KM outcomes that was classified into five different categories. An empirical survey 
was then carried out to further analyze the five categories. As respondents indicated, the most favored criteria 
dimension is “Systematic KM programs”. Respondents then selected “Employee Development”, “Customer 
Satisfaction”, “Good External Relationship”, and “Organizational Success” as their favored groups of criteria 
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respectively. The criteria are used to track a company’s development against its performance objectives. While 
criteria may be assigned to a KM initiative to ensure that goals are met, it is necessary for the management to 
understand how the KM program itself supports the company’s strategy. It is hoped that managers put much 
attention on developing criteria to measure success of KM programs in order to guide their organization on 
achieving more prosperity and benefits. It can be clearly seen that determining and using criteria is not easy, and 
each criterion should be broken down in order to become simple and measurable. Finally, it is also hoped that this 
study will further persuade businesses to perform KM initiatives properly in order to maximize the outcomes from 
KM programs. 
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